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C. olivacea Liebm. Mex. Halv. 79 (1850), not Boott (1846).
C. monticola Boeckl. Engler's Bot. Jahrb. 1:364 (1881), not Dewes

1861).
C. androgyna Bailey, Proc. Amer. Acad. 22 : 101 (1886), not Balbis,

LLiebmann reports it from the Peak of Orizaba.

CAREX OBLATA Bailey, var. luzuliformis, n. var.— Differs from the
species in being much taller (two feet or more), with broader leases

and much larger spikes.

Idaho, Oregon, California. It is 6210 of the California Geological Surves
and 1426 of the Department of Agriculture Death Valley Expedition (Comi
& Funston). In some cases | have confounded this with C. zusulefolia “’-
Boott, but that species differs in its broader foliage, and particularly n s
broader, papery, and more turgid perigynia. The perigynia of C. oblata and
var. /uzuliformis are long and gradually tapering, hard and not & all

inflated. I -
L. H. BaiLEY, Cornell Universiy.

THE SYSTEMATIC POSITION OF THE GENUS MONOCLEA.

; : : : rtainly
'HE genus Monoclea, according to Schiffner,” contains onecevr=

known species, M. Forsteri Hook., and a second ODE,

' : . . ‘v‘
Leitgeb, which Schiffner thinks should probably be united with

Forsteri. The American form of the latter has been separa.te.da:”'
Gottschei by Lindberg, but is not usually considered to be distinct.
ropica] Amer

Monoclea Forsteri is apparently common throughoutt
ica, and during a visit to Jamaica in the summer of 1897 ipping
plant repeatedly in the wet mountain ravines, and upon the anl:‘a G
rocks along the margins of streams. In such situations the P

occurred in large masses and was very conspicuous.
Hooker’s original description® I have not s€€ll,

€nce to this in Gottsche’s paper,? it must be very incompletebwwm

was an evident confusion of the plant with Anthoceros and Denbe Joubt

T'he locality from which the original plant came SEEIS also to

ful. < that gi\‘dl

The first account of the plant which is at all complete !
_.92: 56'
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u Gottsche in the paper already referred to. Leitgeb* in his great
wik upon the Hepaticee made some additions to Gottsche’s descrip-
sn and corrected his error as to the origin of the archegonia. Both
o these observers studied the female plant only, but in the last part
ftft.his work,’ Leitgeb describes the male plant of what he considered
tdistinct species, to which he gave the name M. dilatata. The speci-
%05 came from New Zealand and were supposed to be a species, of
D“m?ftiera, which Monoclea resembles very closely in general habit.
Fl.nally Ruge® has added materially to our knowledge of the plant,
“P@la!ly as regards the development of the reproductive organs.
. While Gottsche and Leitgeb both recognized the obvious resem-
::‘;:f the thallus of Monoclea to that of Dumortiera, they concluded
. complete absence of the characteristic lacunae of the marchan-
:::‘Zeimnu; In th(? former forbade its beil?g placed in the Mar-
‘mﬂiace;e,l?: It>hat' Its nearest jaf.ﬁn.ity was with the thallose Junger-
R areto) ee e.lha .and Pallavncmlz.l.
Svell 3 g X(;lr'mnatlon of the l.natenal collectec’i by me last summer,
ot¥inced m: t)h of the observations made by Leitgeb and Ruge, have
e 1 < at the genus shoul.d be re.mov.ed from the Junger-
g, The ¢ ¢ Marchantiace with which it much more closely
Yere '“Ognize(()lnl[: of t.he thallus and the character of the ap.lcal cell
vere quite by Leitgeb as marchantiac.eous, but as the alr-cham-'
Werfcial th'll sent h.e Foncluded that this resemb?ance was purel)f
Demortier . P admitting the absence of lacunae 1n SOME forms 0
€ claimed that these were always formed in the youngest
thallus and were destroyed later. However,a caretul exaii-
&&cwere(t:;“;ritelﬂ of D. trichocephala showed that in this spefci;:s
- cOrr“pcl:nf:itedy.absent from the beginning, and the structure ott t;
ifferen f) in every respect with that of Monoclea.‘ The’mo;
'h‘!nceofthev € between the latter and the other Marchantiace® 1.st e
Rairg of Vor ;9”31 SCale.s, which are here represented only by.papll.la.te
ith ¢ escal{,s Qrflefhdurat{On. These, however, corres.pond in longl(;l
Monoclea uan 'e ordinary types, and simply remain undevelope f
 Unlike any of the Jungermanniace, has WO sorts 0O

m-hairs :
'thm'waHEd ones like those of the latter, and thick-walled
LEITGEBt Unt

~ Rog
;mn:@ G.

Atiop by

¢rsuchungen iiber die Lebermoose 3 :62. s Op. cit- 6 13-
r Lebermoose.

:
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rhizoids which are doubtless the homologues of the characteristi
tuberculate ones of the typical Marchantiacez.

It is the structure and arrangement of the sexual organs, however
which prove the close affinity of Monoclea with the Marchantiaces
Both Leitgeb and Ruge noticed the extraordinary resemblance of the
male receptacle to that of such forms as Conocephalus or Fimbriars,
and Ruge’s figures show that the development of the antheridium i
thoroughly typical of the Marchantiacez, although he makes no mes
tion of this fact in the text.

The origin of the archegonia is exactly as in Targionia, and I hast
found that there are six rows of neck-cells, as in the Marchantiaces,
instead of the five regularly found in the typical Jungermanniaces.

It seems strange that Ruge did not recognize the obvious marcha-
tiaceous character of the reproductive organs, but he passes Over this
point without comment. Schiffner® places the genus in the Junger
manniacez, near Pallavicinia and Symphyogyna, although admitting
marked differences in the character of the sporogonium.

In regard to the exact position ‘of Monoclea, it will not be po=
sible to decide until more is known of the development of the
embryo. At present it seems to approach Targionia more nearly tha
any other genus. The resemblance to Dumortiera is probably P
superficial, and simply indicates a similar adaptation to similar sewr
dquatic environment. .

We may safely conclude that the affinities of Monoclea ar€ with t:
lower series of Marchantiacez, perhaps the Targionie®, wher:l "o
archegonia are borne directly upon the unmodified thallus,aﬂll £
definite receptacle is developed. The absence of lacunds 3?"‘“”
the simplification of the rhizoids and ventral srales,m’e'"tll e

: ; : however,
question secondary, as they are in Dumortiera, where, reled
reduction is not quite so marked ; and these reductions a.re 2 10
with the almost aquatic nature of these plants. Thereis httl.e feﬂzw
Suppose that the two genera are closely related, as Du‘morﬂefibwﬁ"
undoubted relationship with the higher Marchantie®, like Ma; modi
where both antheridia and archegonia are borne upon Speailh}; tef-
fied receptacles which are compound, representing 2 s th;ylso'ﬂ
Monoclea may be supposed to bear the same relation 10 DovGLs*

Marchantiaceze that Dumortiera does to the higher (SR
HouGHTON CAMPRELL, Stanford University.

g
ENGLER and PRANTL, loc. cit.
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